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ABSTRACT 

The evaluation of the California Teacher Development 
Project for the 1972-73 project year reports data for four 
performance criteria. These criteria relate to the expected 
behavioral changes of teachers involved in an inservice workshop 
program in individualizing instruction. One criterion relates to 
teacher knowledge of individualized instruction (cognitive behavior) ; 
three criteria relate to teacher attitude toward individualized 
instruction.* To determine the effectiveness of the 1972*73 inservice 
program, a comparison group was formed us^.ng data from participants 
in the 1971-72 program. Instruments used to measure the effectiveness 
of the workshop program were: (a) the Fremont Test of Individualized 
Instruction, (b) the EPIC Individualized Instruction Attitude 
Inventory, and (c) workshop evaluation forms which were completed by 
workshop participants. Participants in the 1972-73 workshop program 
did not perform as well as the comparison group on either the Fremont 
Test of Individualized Instruction or the EPIC Individualized 
Instruction Attitude Inventory; however, the difference in the 
performance was not statistically significant, and the 1972-73 
workshop program is considered to have satisfactorily met its 
objective of disseminating individualized instruction techniques 
through inservice programs. (Author) 
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PREFACE*'^ 



The folloT'Ting evaluation report presents the process objective, 
monitoring procedures, performance objectives, evaluation procedures, appro< 
priate summary charts, evaluation design schematic, and data presentation 
and analyses for xhe California Teacher Development Project, 



This report is submitted by Warren Kallenbach, Western Educational 
Consulting St>rvice, to the Project Director of the California Teacher 
Development Project (rremont Unified School District) as a separate 
report from -rhat submitted to the State of California (ESEA Title III 
Office) by the District, This report presents the results of the 
evaluation and docs not contain the Project history nor the program 
description. 
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DESCRIPTION AND MONITORING OF IN-SERVICE ACTIVITIES 
Process Ob i ective « 



Process Objective 1 ; 

The Fremont ESEA Title III Project V7ill provide dissemi- 
nation of Individualised Instruction techniques (utilized 
in the California Teacher Development Project) during the 
1972-73 operational year through in-service prog;rams as 
evidenced by the In-Service Monitoring Report. 



Procedures 

The Director of the California Teacher Development Project 
(ESEA Title III) v;as responsible for monitoring; the in-service 
programs conducted during the 1972-73 Project year. The following 
Summary Chart shovjs the type of information obtained relative to 
the oLjecxIve* 

The names of participants are not included in this 
evaluation report; liowever, they may be obtained from the Project 
Director. 

Form: for monitoring the in-servic2 programs were developed 
by the Fremor.t Title III Project staff. Information was collected 
by the Fremor.t Title III Project staff during each of four in-service 
programs and then for;7arded to the Project Consultant for summation. 



A process objective is a statement describing an activity which 
directly or indirectly affects the performance of the learner 
(Developing and Writxnc^^ Process Objectives ^ Educational Innovators 
Press, Tucson, ArizonaV i^J'/2) . 
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SECTION II 
GENERAL EVALUATION PROCEDUI^ 



GENERAL EVALUATION PROCEDURES 



The ^.valuation of the California Teacher Development Project for 
the 1972-73 Project year reports data for four perforrnance criteria. These 
performance criteria relate to the expected behavioral chanp;es of teachers 
involved in the in-service program. One performance criterion relates to 
their knovrled^e of individualized instructicn Ccopnitive bahavior); three 
criteria relate to their attitude toward individualijicd instruction (affec- 
tive behavior)* 

A Comparison Group, which was ujsod to determine the effectiveness 
of the 1972-73 in-service prograrrj, was formed by using data from partici- 
pants involved in the 1971-72 California TGach<:ir Development Project* Mean 
gain and post-test scores v;ere available for the Comparison Group on the 
Fremont Test of Individualized Instruction and the EPIC Individualized 
Instruction Attitude Inventory. 

The evaluation design is explained in both a general description 
(evaluation design schenatic and summary charts) and in the analysis of 
each objective. Results of the analysis are presented erit^^rlen hy cri- 
terion using tlie appropriate tables. The following Eval-^ation Desipn Sche- 
matic and Summary Charts explain the evaluation procr d^'j^is for the four 
performance criteria. 



Evaluation Dcsien Sohcnatic 



Title III In-Serv5.ce 1 
Program Description | 






Participants 







Fremont Test of 
Individualized Instruction 



Comparison of miianj 
gain scores ^;i"h | 
Comparison Group 
?nd Pre* /Post mran 
scores of 1972-73 
in-service grou::>s 



In-Service Pro 



r;ram J- 



Pos t-rk^nsurnmc nt 

Fremont Test of 
Individuali?*id Ir.si.V'vx^t ion 

EPIC Individualized 
Instruction Attituce 
Invent orj' 



Documentation of 
Process Objective 



Comparison with 
Criterion and Delayed 
Post-Measurement mean 
scores 



Delayed Po ^ t - ^^ar^ vir on on t 
E:PIC Individualized rnntruc- 
tion Attitude Inventory 



-7- 



Perfornance Critorion //I 



Upon the conclusion of the in-service programs the Experimental 
Group of 100 participants will develop a knowledi^e of individualis(2d 
instruction techniques equal to or cxceedinf^ the ^ains registered by the 

1971- 72 Experimental Group <^ The change vjill be Tne?.surcd by the difference 
in scores between pre- and post-tests cr: a proiect-deve loped instniment 
designed to test knov;ledge of individuali7,ed instruction. 

Procedu res 

Comparisons were m-Hde for each in-service f^roup of participants 
with the 1971-72 in-aervice program. The Fremont Test of Individualized 
Instruction was administered pre /post to all test group participants. 
Gains in knowledge of individualized instruction were obtained for the 

1972- 73 vrorkshop participants cind were ccinpared with the gains wade by 
the 1971-72 Experimental Group (the Comparison GrouD). A dependent 
t-test was also used to determine the significance of difference (if any) 
between the pre- and post-test scores of the 1972-73 in-service partici- 
pants, " 

Data Presentation and Analysis 

Table 1 shows the mean gain score of the vzorkshon participants 
(total of all i'our workshops conducted dui\ing the Project year) and the 
mean gain score of the Comparison Group (v:orkshop participants during 
1971-72), The mean gain score of the Comparison Group was found to be 
slightly greater.^ than the gain score of tha 1972-73 participants. The 
difference in gain scores is 0,5U points, which is not significant at 
the .05 level o:: confidence. 



Represents analysis in addition to that required in the performance 
objective. 
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T/JBLE 1 



t^EAN GAIN SCOPsES FOR ALL VJORKSHOP PARTICIPMTS AND C0h5PARISON 
GROUP ON THE FRE!10i\T TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 



Workshop Group 


N 


score 1 


r"" ■■ 

Workshop Group 


N 


^5ean f,ain 
score 


Total of v;ork- 
shop Groups 


153 


9.18 


Comparison 
Group 


87 


9.72 



Tlie results presented in Table 1 show that performance 
criterion ^'1 was not acco:nplished» The 1972-73 vjorkshop par- 
ticipants did not eoual or exceed the mean n^in score of the Com- 
parison Group. The difference is small end not significant, how- 
ever. 



_Addit ional. Analysis^ cf Part icinn.ntG end Comv^arison Groun Test Result 
on the" i ran^ont ToGt"i^"i^ In'dlvidur^i^ 



Tables 2 through 5 show tost results of participants by 
individual workshops as compared vrith the 1971-72 workshon par- 
ticipants (t^omparison Group), to independent t«test was used to 
determine i:: the differences in mean gain scores were significant. 



TABLE 2 

HEAN GAI.J SCORES FOR THE ELK GROVE WOFKSHOP PARTICIPANTS AND 
COMPARISON ..5R0UP ON THE FREMONT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZ^-D INSTRUCTION 



Workshop Group 


N 


Mean 

score \ 


1 Workshop Group 


N 


Mean gain 
score 


Elk Grove 


38 


10.53 


Comparison 
Group 


87 


9.72 



I 



TABLE 3 



HEAI'i GAIN SCOR!:S TOR THE S/,;I DIEflO WORKSHOP PARTI CIPA^^TS MD 
COMPAKISOJI GROUP OH THE FREMONT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 



V/orkshop Group 


U 


Mean gain 
score 


V/crkshop Group 




Mean f^ain 
score 


San Diego 




7,93 


Conparison 
Group 


87 


9,72 



Sigiiificant at .05 level, df = 120 



TABLE 4 

mm CAIiJ SCORES FOR THE RIVERSIDE V.'OPXSHOP PARTICIPANTS AND 
COMPARISON GROUP ON THE rRB!-50:;T TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 



Workshwop Group 


N 


Mean gain 
scorn 

^ ! 


Workshop Group 


N 


Mean gain 
score 


Riverside 


3 'J 


9.98 


Comparison 
Hrou-) 


87 


9.72 



TA13LE 5 



MEAN CAIN SCORES FOR THE OXNARD WORliSHOP PARTICIPANTS AiND 
COMPARISON GP.CD? ON THE FPJL'MONT TEST OF INDI'TDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 



Workshop Group 


K 


Mean gain 
score 


Uorkshop Group 


N 


Mean gain 
score 


Oxnard 


47 


8«56 


CoDpari.son 
Group 


87 


9.72 
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The p.aiu score of ti/o 1972-73 workshop proups (Elk Grove and 
Riverside) exceeded the gain score of the CoiT:parison Group, 



The f^ain score of the Comparison Group was higher than the 
mean gain score of tv;o of the four individual v7orkshop groups (San 
Diego and Oxnard). 

None of the gain score differences exceeded two points in 
either direction and only one (San Diego) was significantly different 
(•Ob level). 



Additional Analvsis of PfArt'icinnnts ' Ter.t Results on the Fremont Test 
of Indi vidunl i -'^^ 

Additional analysii^ of the test res alts of only those par- 
ticipants involved in this Project year was conducted. Data are 
presented in Tables 6 through 10 shov;ing the prc-irean scores, post- 
mean scores, and t-statistics for the total group and for groups iden- 
tified by vrorkshop location. 



TABUJ G 



IXm SCORES AND t STATISTIC FOR ALL V/OPXSHOP PARTICIPA?JTS 
ON THC FPilMONT TEST OF IliDIVIDUALEZCD INSTRUCTION 



Workshop Group 


n 


Pre -me an score 


Post-mean score 


1 ^ 


Total of v;ork- 
shop groups 


163 


30.79 


39.97 


22.91-'« 



i- Significant at .01 level, df = 162 



TABLE 7 



HEM SCORES AMD t STATISTIC FOR THE ELK GKOVE V70Ri:SH0P PARTICIPAIITS 
on THE FPLl'ONT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCriON 



V/orkshop firoup 


H 


Pre-rnean score 


Post -me an score 


t 


Elk Grove 


38 




40.00 


+12.05'> 


**Signif leant at •Ol 


levsl, df - 37 










TABLE 8 






MCAN SCORES AND t STATISTIC FOR THE SA>I DIEHO WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 
ON TME FPi:MOirr TEST OF INDIVIDUAL: ^.ED INSTRUCTION 


V/orkchop [-^roiip 




Pre-inoan score 


Post -mean score 


t 


San Die^o 




32.26 

I — , 


40.19 




"Significar t at .01 


level, df ^ ^2 










TABLE 9 






MEAN SCOPXf; AND t STATISTIC FOR THE RIVE7.SIDE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 
ON THE FREMONT TEST OF INDIVIDUM.IZED INSTRUCTION 


Workshop n^^^^P 


N 


1 Pre-mnan score 


1 

j Post-mean score 


t 


Riverside 


35 


29.31 


1 39.29 




Sipnific^'int 


at .01 


level, df = 3i| 
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TABLE 10 



HEAW SCORES AND t STATISTIC FOR THE OXIJARD V.'OPXSHOP PARTICIPANTS 
ON THE FPXMOMT TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED IliSTRUCTlON 



Woi""kshop group 


1 , 


Pre-n>ean score 


, Post-nean score 


1 t 


0>mard 


p — 1 

1" J 


31.60 


40.25 


12.06 



'significant at .01 l&vel, df = 46 



For each Individual workshop and for tha total group, the 
differences hotv;een pre- and post-tost necm scores (as shovrn in Tables 6 
through 10), were significant at the .01 J.evol of confidGnce. The dif- 
ference was raost significant for the total workshop groups. 

The highest individual workshop gain score (12.05) on the rrcrnont 
Test of Individualized Instruction v?as demonstrated by the participants 
involved in the in-servico program at Klk Grove* The smallest gain score 
V7as by the participants in the highest scoring district (San Diego). 



Pcrfcrr . pnce Criterion //2 

Upon conclusion of the in-service T>rograms the Experimental 
Group will respond positively to the concept of individualized instruc- 
tion as indicated by a score of 85 or higher on the EPIC Individualized 
Instruction Attitude Inventory. 

Procedures^ 

The KPIC Individualized Instruction Attitude Inventory vras 
administered to the in-^service participants follov/ing each program. 
The nean percentage of positive responses was computed for each in- 
service group and for the total of all in-service programs • The 
criterion will be considei-ed accomolished if the attitude (pore-mean 
score) is eoucl to or greater than 85 (the criterion mean score). 
Comparison of individual workshop groups* moan scores with the cri- 
terion mean score is for supplemental evaluation information. 

Data Pre 3^^^ and Anal ysis 

Table 11 shows the post-moan score of the 1972-73 v/orksh: n 
participants on the EPIC Individualized Instruction Attitude Invi 
tory. The poit-mean score of all workshop participants during tl: 
1972-73 Project year was lov;er (1.87 points) than the criterion mc.-; 
score of 85. 



Criterion #2 v:a3 not met when usinR the post-mean score of the 
total participant group. The post-mean score of the 1972-73 participant 
group did not e:<ceed the criterion niean score of 85, 



TABLE 11 

A COMPARISON OF THE I!EAJI SCORE FOR ALL WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS WITH THE 

CRITERION HEAII SCORE ON THE EPIC 
INDIVIDUALIZED IJISTRUCTIOH ATTITUDE INVENTORY 



Workshop group 


M 


Post -mo an 


Criterion mean 


d 






score 


scora 




Total of \7orkshop 


116 


83.13 


85.00 


-1.87 


groups 











Additjlonal Participants and Co nnavi son' r.rour) Tn st Resu lt::; 

on^ T ^ia^ 1 r i^t^^ i^^ -t cl^ ^Inpvi: v:.i c ^^•J';}'^*'^; At t it uc -o I n vonr orv 

Post-test mean scores of the participants involved in each of 
the four individual in-service programs (scores on the EPIC Individualized 

luo Li. duLxC'ii Atlj-tu^v. li* V til* LOl y ) WOl u COmUciX't'v'd wl Lli iho Cl*i Lei iOil i.jcdii bCUiC: 

of 85 • Tables 12 through 15 show respective nean scores. 



TABLE 12 

A C015PARISCN OF THE f;EAN SCORE FOR THE ELK TJlO^/E WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 
WITH THE CRITERION MEAil SCORE ON THE EPIC yNDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 

ATTITUDE IN\T:NT0RY 



Workshop group 


N 

— 


Post-mean 
score 


Criterion m.ean 
score 


d 


Elk Grove 


28 


i 


84.1^+ 


85,00 


-0,85 



TABLE 13 

A COMPARISO)! OF THE IIEMI SCORE FOR TiiE SAM DIECO WORKSHOP PARTIClPAvNTS 
WITH THE CRITERION HEAN- SCORi; CM THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 

ATTITUDE IliVENTORY 



• 



Workshop ^'^roup 


U 


Post-moan 


Criterion nean ' 


d 






*rcore 


score 




San Diego 


29 


85.55 


85.00 


+ .55 



ERIC 



TABLE 14 



A COMPARISON OF THE m'M SCOPvE FOR THE RIVERSIDE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 
WITH THE CRITERIO'I JlEAil SCORi: ON TilE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 

ATTITUDE INVENTORY 



V/orkshop group 


'""1 


Post-mean 
score 


Criterion mean 
score 


d 


Riverside 


23 


82.87 


85.00 


-2.13 


TABLE 15 

A COMPARISON OF THE IIFAM SCOPL FOR TliE OXNARD V/ORKSHOP PARTICIPMTS 
WITH THE CRITERION MEAN SCOPi: ON THE EPIC I!JDIV1DUALIZED INSTRUCTION 

ATTITUDE INVENTORY 






Post-r.ean 


Criterion mean 


d 


Oxnard 


35 


80.56 


85.00 





As shovm in Tables 12 throui^h 15 > the post-test mean scores of 
the in-service participants involved in the individual in-service programs 
were higher than the criterion mean score in only one x-:orkshop group (San 
Diego). It should be noted (Table 8) that Scin Diego also had the highest 
knov;ledge test score of all four in-service vjorkshop groups. 

P erformance C r it|3rion {f 3^ 

Sixty days follov;ing the in-service program the Experimental 
Group will respond positively to the concept of individualized instruc- 
tion as measured by a follow-up mailing. They v;ill achieve a score equal 
to at least 95 percent of the level attained on their post-inservice atti- 
tudes as measured by the EPIC Individualized Instruction Attitude Inventor/. 




Procediares 

A follow-up administration (Delayed post- tost) of the EPIC 
Individualised Instruction Attitude Inventory was conductedo The instru- 
ment was mailed to all participants in the in-service progra^is after a 
sixty-day waiting; period. If participants had not responded to the 
initiiil nailing after a \v;o-veek period of time:, a second follow-up mail- 
ing v;as conducted. The lav^l of accoptable retui-'n was established at 
65%. The inventories sent by mail v^jre coded only for identification of 
a pcirticuiar in-service program location for co,T}parison purposes. 

The mcian porcentage of positive responses v;ere figured, and a 
comparison of the Delayed post-test rrean scores (by individual in-service 
program and for the total group) v;as made with a score equal to 95 per 
cent of the post-insarvice mecui score. This score (called the criterion 
ip.ean score) is 78.97# 

Table 15 shows the Delayed post-test incan scores of the 1972-73 
V7orkshop participants (total group) on the EPIC Individuylized Instruction 
Attitude Inventory compared to the criterion score of 78.97» 

The Delayed post-test mean score vras hifrher than 95 per cent 
of the post-inscirvice mean score. 

Performance Criterion //3 - to achie/e a score equal to at 
least 95 per cert of the post-inscrvico riean score - v;a3 easily met. 
The criterion moan score of 78.97 wa3 eMceedel by the total workshop 
group and each individual v;orkshop group. 

Of the 189 participants involved in the workshop (test group) ^ 
151 returned thct inventory (60 per cait). Ths comparison could only be 
made for those retUiminn the inventory and no generalizations can be made 
for participant?; not returning the inventory* 
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TABLE 16 



A COMPARISON OF Ti^E DELAYED P0^;T TEST JUi^AN SCOP«E FOR ALL WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 
WITH THE CRITEPJOM IffiAN SCORE Oli THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 

ATTITUDE INVENTORY 







Delayed 




Workshop group 


U 


Post-test 


Ci>iterion 






Ti)ean score 


mean score 


Totr.l of \:orks}iop 


116 




78*97 


groups 









d 



Additional An2lvr;is of Participants' Test Results on the EPIC l"ndividualii:ed 

Ins true u icn At 1 5. xwdn In vont orv 

Tables 17 through 20 show the comparisons of the Delayed post-test 
mean scores of participants vjith the criTcrion nnan score deterniined for 
individual worlcshops. 



TABLE 17 



A COMPAP.ISO:; of TIiE delayed POST-TEST MEAN SCORE FOR THE ELK GROVE WORKSHOl' 
PARTICIPANTS :mU THE CRITERION MEAN SCOPE ON THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED 

INSTRUCTION ATTITUDE IHVEK'TORY 







Delayed 






Workshop [^roup 


N 


Post-test 


Criterion 


d 






mean score" 


mean score 




Elk Grove 


28 


83.5i4 


79,94 


+3,70 
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TABLE 18 



A COMPARISOM OF THE DELAYED POST-TEST KEA.N SCORE FOR THE SA>r DIEGO WORKSHOP 
* PARTICIPAirrS WITH THE CRITERION ME/t.M SCOPJ: ON THE EPIC IH>}IVIDUALIZED 

INSTRUCTION ATTITUDE INVENTORY 







Delayed 






Vf'orkshop group 


N 


Post-test 


Criterion 


d 






mean score 


mean score 




San Diego 


29 


86.93 


81.27 


+5.66 



TABLE 19 



A C0HPARI301I OF THE DELAYED POST-TEST MEAN SCORE FOR THE RIVERSIDE WORKSHOP 
PARTICIPAliTS WITH THE CRITERION HE AM SCORE Oli THE EPIC lUDIVl DUALIZE)? 

INSTRUCTION ATTITUDE INVENTORY 







Delayed 






Workshop group 


N 


Post-test 


Criterion 


d 








r.nan ::c.c.vr. 




Riverside 


23 


8.'l.b7 


78.73 


+5.8'4 



TABLE 20 

A COMPARISON OF TiiE DELAYED POST-TEST MEAlf SCORE FOR THE OXMARD WORKGIIOP 
PARTICIPA!.'TS WITH THE CRITERION MEAN SCORT; ON THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED 

INSTRUCTION ATTITUDE INVENTORY 



Workshop gi''oup 


N 


Delayed 
Post-test 
mean score 


Criterion 
mean score 


d 


Ox.nard 


36 


83.55 


76,53 


+7.03 
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The Delayed post-test mean scores were all higrier than 95 por 
cent of their respective v^orkshop poet -test riiean scores. These differ- 
ences exceeded five points or more for all but one v;orkshop group (Elk 
Grove) for v;hich the difference V7a3 3#7e One v;orkshop group (Cxnard) « 
the lowest scoring group - achieved a gain score seven points higher than 
its criterion score. 

Each of the four individual workshop gx^oups achieved the objec- 
tive for Performance Objective rr3. 

Ad d itional A n a ly s ij^ 

Table 16 shouG the post- and follow-up n^.ean scores of the 
1971-72 workshop participants (total group) on the EPIC Individualized 
Instruction Attitude Inventory. The t statistic is also reported in the 
table. 

The Delayed post-m.ean score is higher than the post -moan scor^e; 
hoi^ever, the difference is less than two points. The slight difference 
in the mean scores was not significant at tho .OS level of confidence. 



TABLE 21 



MEAN ZC0Y<J:9. AND t STATISTIC FOR ALL V/ORKflHOP PARTICIPANTS OH THE 
EPIC INDIVirUALIZED i::STRUCTIO:i ATTITUDE :;iTVENTORY AiNH) A FOLLOW-^UP 

ADI1IHISTRATI0M OF THE IllVEHTORY 



Workshop group 


U 


Post-mean [ 
score \ 


V/or^kshop proup 


H 


Delayed post- 
rfiean score 


t 


Total of work- 
shop groups 


116 


83.13 


Total of work- 
shop groups 


116 


84.22 


1.50 


Addi t X on a 1 An l\' 


jsis of ?:;rticinants* Test Resii3.tr> on the 


EPIC Individual 


i::cd^ 


Instruction Ace: 


tude 


In V(u»t crv 











Tables* 17 through 20 show the coniparisons of post-mean scores and 
follow-up inean r;cores of participants by individual workshops. A depen^lent 
t-test was ur.ed to test the significance of difference between the two scores. 
Results arc prcricntcd by workshop groups. 
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TABLE 22 



MEAN £COM!:S /vJID t STATISTIC FOR THE ELK GROVE WORKSHOP rv-.RTICIPANTS 
DM THE EPIC IHDIV J DUALIZED IlISTRUCTIOU INVENTORY AND A FOLLOW-UP 
ADHUilSTRATIOM OF THE IKVEliTORY 



Workshop proup 


N 


Post";r;ean 
ncor^a 


'(Jorkshop j^roup; 


N 

! . 


Delayed pcst- 
Kiaan ncore 


t 


Elk Grove 


28 




Elk Grove 


28 


83,64 


-0.35 



TABLE 23 

HEM SCOiCS t STATISTIC FOR TiiE SAN DIEHO WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 
DM THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRL'CTIO?? INVEHTORY AND A FOLLOW-UP 
ADr5INlBTRATI0N OF THE IJ.WEL'TORY 



V/crkcliop p,roup 


1-i 


Post-riiaan "1 


1 Workshoo rrotio 
) 


Vi 




t 


San Diego 


29 




San Dic^go 


29 

1 -mt (ran 


86.93 


~0.:12 



TABLE 2k 

MEAN' SCORES WiD t STATISTIC FOR T}^E RIVF.RSIDE WORKSHOP PARTICIPAJJTS 
OH THE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED IN5TRUCTI0M INVDITORY AND A FOLLO'.V-UP 
AD'ilillSTRATION OF THE IL'VENTORY 



Wox'^kijhcp group 


!•? 




Riverside 


23 


82.87 



1 v;orkGho7^ ;;rour> 

. ■ 




Delayed post- 
irican Eoorc 


t 










I Rivers i Ail 

I 


23 


8H.57 


1.07 



o 

ERIC 
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TABLE 25 



MEAN SCOM]:C /JID t STATISTIC FOR THE OXNARD WOKKSHOP PAL^TICIPAK'TS 
ON TiiE EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED lMSTr>UCTIOM INVEirrORY AMD A FOLLOW-UP 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE IHVEirrORY 



Workf.hop group 


n 


score 


1 V?orkshop f^roup 
1 


r-„ 1 
1 


score 


t 


Oxnard 


36 


i 

80.56 


Oxiicird 


36 


83.56 


2.78 



Significant at .01 level, df = 35 



The fol3.ow-up mean 5^ core for thrne workshop groups arid the total 
\vorkshop group v:erG actuallv higher than th^^i*^ post-rioen scores 
The difference significant for one vrorkshop f.roup (Oxnard) at the oOl 
level of confidence, 

AJ.thour,h this analyr>is v;as not a requirement of Perforir^ance 
Criterion 0^3^ it is presented to demonstrate the stability of and 5 in 
all but one instance, the increases in positive attitude by workshop par- 

tXCXUcai Lis « 



Performrince Criterion ff'H 



At least 90 percent of tho participantG rer^nondinr to the Dost- 
workshop v;rittcn evaluation v;ill indicate either of the tvjo hir^hest lovols 
of satisfaction po^niblo to record on a California Teac:her Development 
Project V/orkshop Evaluation Form, 

Pro^£cdures 

The Califor'nia Teacher Daveloy^rnent Project V7orkshon Evaluation 
Form was administered at the conc.lui^icn of each workshop to determine 
levels of satisfaction vith the experience arnonp, all participants, 

Tho individual participant responses on the VJorkshop Evaluation 
Forn v'ere deter':nined and the pcrcoritaf^,e of participants rf*spondinf^ in the 
tv;o hif^hest lo.vcls of satisfaction v;as calculated. This v:as done for the 
total v/orkshop f^x^oups and for each individual workshop group. 

Da t a^ ?rQ sen t at i on^ and^ An_a Ivsis 

Table 26 shov/s the level of satisfrction recorded for the total 
v;orkshop grouns as compaT-^ed with th.o criterion level of 90 percent satis- 
faction as specified in Performance Criterion Performance Criterion 
//H vras not met for the total v/or'icshop group, but it was not met by tho 
narrowest of marf^ins. 



TABLE 26 

A COMPAPJSO'I or U:VELG OF SATIGl^ACTIO!! OF ALL WORKSHOP GROUPS WITH 
THE 90 PEI;c:MT criterion level 0]i THE CTLP WOPvKSIIOP EVALUATION FORM 



v/orkshon rrou^ 



Total of v;ork- 
shop groups 



Percontapre 
in 2 hijjhcst 
Satisfaction levels 



273 



89. U 



Criterion 
satisfaction 
level 



90.0 



Additi onal Analysis o f Particir;antn bv Workshop Grouns on the CTDP 

Work s ryri^ L y cvl • . : t Lc^j^j^ c >£rn 

Tables 27 through 30 show the respective levels of satisfaction 

for each vrorkshop group as compared with the 90 percent criterion level. 



TABID 27 

A COMPARISON or LKVEI.C OF SATISFACTION OF THE ELK GROVE WORKSHOP GROUP 
WITH THE 90 FERCEMT CRITERION LEVEL ON THE CTDP WOPsKSHOP EVALUATION FORH 







Percentage 


Criterion 




Workshop group 


N 


in tv:o highest 


satisfaction 


d 




satisfaction levels 

1,^^ ^ 1 1 1 II 1 ■ I m 1 


level 




Elk Grove 


63 


95.0 


90.0 


+5.0 



TADLE 20 

A COMPARISON OF LEVELS OF SATISFACTION OF THE SAN DIEGO WORKSHOP GROUP 
WITH THE 90 PEIICEHT CP.ITERIOli LEVEL ON TliE CTDP WOJ^KSHOP EVALUATION' FORM 







Percent ai^e 


Criterion 




Workshop p.roup 


N 


in t;ro highest 


satisfaction 


d 






satisfaction levels 


level 




San Diego 


63 


90 .If 


90,0 


+0,4 



TABLE 29 



A COMPARISON' OF U:V}:lS of satisfaction or THE RIVL'JcSJDE: WGRKSiiOP n.PWP 
WITH TH2 90 PERCEN'T CRITERION LEVEL Oli THE CTDP WORKSHOP EVALUATION FOR]^ 







Pcrcentago 


Crit^^rlon 




Workshop group 


N 


in tv;o hir,no.:Jt 


sati.^:faction 


d 






satisfsction levels 


level 




Riverside 


74 


86.4 


90.0 


- 3.6 



TABLE 30 

A COMPARISON OF LEVELS 0? SATISFACTICH OF Tiiil OXiiARD VfOPJ^SHOP GROUP 
WITH THE SO PERCENT CRITERION LEVEL ON THE CTDi' WOFJ:SiIO? EVALUATION FORM 



VJork^hoT; group 


li 


Pcrcentane 
in t^:o hif^hent 
satisfacticn lavals 


Criterion 
satisfaction 
level 


d 


Oxnard 


73 


.. ^ 

86.3 


90.0 


- 3.7 



As can he seen froT» Tabicrs 26 through 30^ t\ro of the individual 
workshop groups O'lk Grove and Gan Diego) mst the 90 percent level of satis- 
faction specified in Criterion iJ^o 



SECTION III 
DISCUSSION or RESULTS 



DISCUSPIOM OF RESULTS 



Tour pcrforTiUHnce criteria v.-cre stated for Major Function 4.0 in 
the 1S72-73 Califoi^nia Tc-achor deveJoprdcnt Project. One performance 
criterion r?.lated to tha acquisition of knovriedg.o by the inservice r>ar- 
ticipants abcut individualised instruction i t;:o perforTriance criteria 
related to their attitvida toward individualised instruction; and one 
criterion related to the satisfaction of the pvirticipants with the total 
wox'^kshop GxperiGnce. 

In conducting, the statis'tical tests only those participants who 
had ansv7ered all items cn each tost and had completed all required instru- 
ments x;ere used in the analysis. This explains the differences v^hich exist 
in the tost ^f^roup number and actual nu:.?;ber used in the analy:;is. Some par- 
ticipants orpitted ansv?ei\s, and since it was not valid to assume answat^s not 
marked as being ripjit or v;rong and positive or negative, the tests in such 
crises were not used to conduct the statistical analysis. If it can be 
assured (usin?^^ appropriate variables for cor;;parison) that the participants 
used in the analysis [^roup were roprosentative of the total test fTOup, 
the cenerali'/:ations from the analysis can be made about the total test 
group. 

The proficiency level in Performance Criterion ?/l \:bs stated in 
terir.s of equalling ov" oiceedinp, the nean f,ain score of an identified cc7\- 
parison group. 

The Comparison Group (1971-72 inservice workshop participants) 
had a highei^ Tuean rain scoi^e than the total of 1972-73 vroi^kshop partici- 
pants. Tvro individual v:orkshop p^rcups , hovrcver, had a hir.har moan f^ain 
score than the i^onparison Group. In relating the results to Performance 
Criterion ifl^ the objective v:as attained by ti:o vrorkshon groups (Elk Grove 
and Riverside) .jnd was not attained by the total workshop proup or the two 
remaining v/oi^lcsiiop groups (San J)ie[^o and Oxncrd). 

The gains in knowledge of the total and individual workshop groups 
were, however, very significant. Each achieved gains in knowledge - signli'- 
icant at the .01 level. The groups, therefore, significantly increased 
their knowl.^df,?. of individualized instruction but some did not reach the 
level of improV'inent (gain) made by the 1971-72 vrorkshop groups. 

Porfcrmance Criterion it?, stated th-*3t the v:orkshop participants 
would respond positively to the concept of individualized instruction as 
indicated by a r>core of 85 or hig'ner on the Attitude Inventory of the study. 
Neither the total v;orkshop group nor three of tli^^ individual v:orkshop grouT)S 
reached this Ic'^el, although the differences v:ere small; loss than tv;o poir.ts 
in most cases* One v/orkshop group (San Diegc) did exceed the criterion mean 
score of 65 although their score was only slightly higher (by 0.55 points)* 

A follow-up study v;as conducted to obtain the data for Pcrformanfu 
Criterion Hd. Tnis objective required that the \^orkshop participants achic-ve 
a score equal to 95 percent of their score cn the Individualized Instruction 



Attitude Invetitory made <it the end of the inservice workshop. This objec- 
tive v;as achieved by th« total and bv each of the foui'^ inservice worlcshop 
groups individually. All but one group exceeded their criterion score by 
jfive points or nK^re. The Cik Grove workshop f^roup exceeded the score but 
only by 3^7 points, 

Perfcrnance Criterion t/3 vras net by all p,roups in the study. 

Performance Criterion required that at least 90 percent of 
the v?orkshop participants v;ould indicate either of the two hif^hest cate- 
gories of satisfaction on the Workshop Eivaluation rorm. This level was 
not achieved^ hut only by a very narrov; i-iarj^in. The percentap,e of par- 
ticipants that indicated \.he specified level of satisfaction vras 89.4% 
on Performance Criterion 

In fiurxi-iary, the itiean gain scores of the 1972-73 workshop par- 
ticipants v/ere r.enei^ally not as hip,h as those of the 1971-72 workshop 
participants. Tv:o of the four individual workshop r.roups, hov/cver^ did 
exceed the 1971-72 level of r^ains in knowledge of individualized instruc- 
tion. 

The attitude tov^ard individualized instruction scorer, of the 
1972-73 participants was f;cnerally 3.ov:cr th«in the established criterion 
Tftean score of 8^5 on the individualii^cd instruction inventorv. Perhaps a 
more reasoneiblc^ test of attitude v?ouid be to detcrtnine if workshon groups 
did x^-aach a criterion level set at aciiieving 9t) nercent of their post- 
workshcp r.:ean sooros. This each group and the total vjorkshop group easily 
did. Furthen:^.ora , the delayed post-teL;t scores of three of the Vforkshovi 
frroups and the ':otal workshop prouo cxce;eded those scores achieved imnva- 
diatoly after the v:orkshop. This is uarticularlv relevant v;hen v:c consider 
that are taikiu,:^ cibout the: retention of a participant's attitude sixty 
days after the ooncJ.usicn of the worksiiop. 

The level of satisfaction in participc"ting in the workshop itsel:= 
was very close wO the criterion level of satisfaction (89.4-6 to 90??) and 
for ail practical purposes could be considered as havinf^ been achieved. 



3 
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APPENDIX A 

frj::'ont Tr.r.T or iNniVTmiALizEn T>;r,TRUCTTnM 

EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION ATTITl-DE INVENTORY 
CTDP V.'0?.KSHOP EVALUATION rC'RM 



ERIC 



California Teacher Developnent Project 



Teacher !Jo. Workshop Location Date • 

TEACHER KNOWLEDGE TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 

SECTION A 

Directions: Fill in the correct respc-.ses on the spaces provided for each of the 
questions below (Hos. 1-5) 

1. List the five basic elements of a student learning contract: 

a) 

b) . 

c) 

d) 

e) 

2. The backbone for the preparation of a contract is: 

a) 

3. A behavioral objective should answer^ four questions. List these four questions 

a) ^ - 

b) 

c) 



ERIC 



d) 



Name the three elements to be varied to achieve the goals of individualized 
instruction. 



c) 



5. List the three main steps in diagnosing individual learner requirements; 

a) 

b) 

c) 
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SECTION B 

Directions: Place the letter of the correct response on the space provided for 
^ each of the questions below (Nos. 6-29). , 

5, The financial needs of individualized instruction indicate that: 

a), an additional $100 per student is necessary. 

b) an additional $50 per student is necessary. 

c) some programs can be conducted without additional funds. 

d) an additional $200 per student is necessary, 

7. Diagnosis and prescription should be based upon; 
£ a) integrated relationships. 

b) individual monolithic teaching. 

c) the student *s past failures. 

d) behavioral objectives. 

8. Student self -directed behavior can be characterized by: 
a) student self-assessment, motivation, and interest. 

b) student free choice. 

c) student self -account ability. 

d) student self-assessment, planning, implementation, and cvalu**ition. 

9. A classroom learning center should be planned so as to be: 
a) flexible for various needs. 

b) structured for a specific need. 

c) loosely oriented. 

d) fun. 

10, VJhen attempting to bring about a change in anyone the first thing you 
should do is to make sure -that: 

a. you are right. 

b. the person you are trying to change is wrong. 

c. you do not threaten them. 

d. you make thui person uneasy so as to make him more acceptable to 
change. 
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11 • The evaluation of a student *s progress should be based upon: 

a) standcurdized tests, 

b) school district f^oals. 

c) behavioral objectives. 

d) teacher-nade tests. 

12. Individualized instruction and ungraded ort^anization : 

a) are not found together in the same instructional prof[raTn. 

b) may or may not bo used together in the same instructional prograr., 

c) must be used together for either one to work. 

d) aro too expensive for all but the wealthiest districts. 

13. Several studies have shown that the teacher should expoci thr- pVinm'ne 
and iTrj)lementation of individualized instruction to tc\ke up tc: 

a) 10% more time than did traditional instruction. 

b) 25% moro time than did traditional instruction. 

c) U0% norc time than did traditional instruction i 

d) 50% norc tine than did traditional instruction. 

lU. Research evidence presented in the Edling Survey of Individualized 
Instruction indicates that: 

a) stu.lents achieve more in individualized instruction than in group 
instruction, 

b) students achieve less in indivi dualized instruction than in F.roup 
instruction. 

c) stu;Ients achieve no less in individualized instruction than in 
group instruction. 

d) there is no difference in studont achicvoniont between individu- 
alized and p.roup instiairtion# 

15. A "special test" is usually: 

a) normative. 

b) better suited to needs* 

c) criterion-referenced . 

d) accumulative. 



16 • In the process of diafrnosis, the teacher must take into account the 
student's: 

a) needs and abilities. 

b) character. 

c) functions and place, 
t!) contriiuticns . 

17. From the following list of seven choices, nark with "x" the four 
TiOSt valuable for the student if he is expected tc commit himself 
to a specific learninrj objective: 

a) V/ide use of audio-visual materials. 

b) The teacher should reward positive actions. 

c) The teacher should change schedules often. 

d) Stu.^.cnts should be allowed to tutor students. 

e) The teacher should offer positive alternatives. 
f) Keep accurate and posted records. 

r) Build a positive emotional environment. 

18. One of the recommendations of the Hawaii Curriculum Center report was 
that : 

^ a) individualized instruction neeis further evaluation. 

b) planners nee2 to develop clearer sets of objectives. 

c) all Hawaii schools should adopt individualized instruction. 

d) Hawaii schools should not develop individualized instruction. 

19. The major consideration in arrant^inj^ the facilities of an individu- 
alized classroom is: 

a) neatness. 

b) student traffic patterns. 

c) fire re?^ulations. 

d) interaction patterns. 
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20. A function of an instructional aide v/ould be: 

a) taking attendance, 

b) assisting the teacher with teaching activities , 

c) running off ditto materials • 

d) all of the above. 

21. V ?hat activity below is equally as important as evaluatinc^ studont pro- 
gress? 

a) Seeinr. student prop,ress. 

b) Conferrincy with parents. 

c) Reporting student goals. 

d) Recorling student progress. 

22. Which one of the following needs was identified by the California 
Teacher Development Project Needs Assessment as a problom for teachers 
in individualized instruction? 

a) Need for specialized facilities. 

b) Need for a parent orientation program. 

c) Need for more valid tests of student ability. 

d) Need for more teachers with masters and doctors dep;rees. 

23. The Project PLAN evaluation report indicates that: 

a) the evaluation has not been completed. 

b) more schools should adopt PLAN. 

c) Project PLAN should be terminated. 

d) Non-PLAN students do better than PLAN students. 

24. The tests in a UNIPAC are based upon the UNIPAC's: 

a) content. 

b) style. 

c) behavioral objectives. 

d ) accountability . 
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25. FreO'-^.on with rGsponsibility assuraos th^t the stuiont takes responsi- 
bility for: 

a) self-managGTnent and self-enliRhtonment. 

b) self- enlightenment and self-concept. 

c) self -direct ion and motivation. 

d) self-manaf^ement and self -direct ion. 

25. Preparing tests and materials would be tasks performed by only 
teachers and; 

a) clerical aides. 

b) instructional aides. 

c) housekeeping aides. 

d) audio-visual aides* 

27. It is important that parents have positive attitudes toward individu- 
alized instruction because: 

a) parents who like the schools vote for hii^her taxes. 

b) children mirror their parents* attitudes. 

c) teacher morale is higher when they know the parents like them. 

d) parents* feelings affect school policy* 

28. Parents should understand the ncaninr, of individualized instruction 
because: 

a) parents are an integral part of the individualized instruction 
process. 



b) it is r[ocd for them to know their child *s teacher. 

c) they should know ^«;hat happens at school. 

d) thoy may volunteer to help with the prorram. 

29. To be successful, individualized instruction needs the combined 
efforts of: 

a) teachers and students. 

b) students and their parents. 

c) the school and the home. 

d) teachers ^ students, and college professors* 
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SECTION C 



Diroctions; Circle T or F in the colur.ns at left to iniicato which response 
you feel riost accurately answers questions 30-U2. 

T F 30. In indiviiualizei instruction the teacher is a ruidc to the 

stu.ient rather than a source of information. 

T F 31. Traditional teachinr objectives cannot be net in indivirlualizc .! 

instruction. 

T F 32. In the majority of cases, schools cannot show that their in.li- 

vidualize:! instruction programs have been more cf f ective'-than 
their traditional prorrams. 

T F 33. The means of measuring the behavior of an objective MUST be 

stated in the objective. 

T F 3U. The follcwinr is a behavioral objective: "To contrast the lit- ^-^- 

ary styles of Byron and Keats, a<5 acccrih;?.'! in th^ cT.^<i'^ CcxC, 
in a six-par;e theme." 

T F 35. Diafmcsis is based on testin>:. 

T F 36. An inappropriate time-savinp method in individualized instruction 

is diagnosis by ,;^roup. 

T F ,37, Ttie process of rlia^nosis is well-defined with clear-cut steps. 

T F 38. Usually, students in indivi:!ualized instruction can select from 

a larc^e variety of work options. 

T F 39. In the indivi lualizo'! classroom, it is necessary to have a quiet 

controllod area in the room. 

T F HO. When proposin:^ a chaneo, it is better to propose somethinr: thvit 

is not threatening as opposed to somethinp, that is constructive. 

T F Ul. Standardized tost norms are very useful for diagnosinrr indivi-lual 

student progress. 

T F 42. The maintenance of stucent profiles is a useful way to make in- 

depth studies of a student at a particular point in time. 

T F 43. Pre-entry behavior of a student refers to his attitude at the 

beginning of the year. 

T F 44. One definition of a student's learning style is simply that he 

learns better by reading, by listehinr, or by viewinr,. 

T F 45 e A check-out is a system for determining student status upon 

completion of a given unit or activity. 
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California Teacher Dcvelopinent Project 
TEACHER K.NOWLEDGE TEST OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 

Ansv:er Kev 



1. Any five of the following answers are acceptable; 

Mutually agreed-upon activities (goal, goals, purpose) 

Choice of materials or Tr;edia 

Choice of options for learning 

Learning at student's own pace 

Chock-out provisions (progress check) 

Behavioral objcctive(s) (objectives) 

Self-Test (Pre-test, Post-test) 

2» a) Behavioral objectivc(s) 

3» Any four of the following questions are acceptable: 

Vniat is the be'navior? 
Who vill do it? 

Under v:hat conditions? (With v;hat materials?) 
Hov/ v;ill it be measured? 

What is the tir.o linit? (A tiinc period is stated) 

4. a) Pacing 

b) Materials 

c) Objectives 

5, Any three of the follov;ing ansv/ers are acceptable: 

Gather information (e»g. student-teacher conference, conference with former teacher, 
etc.) 

Analysis (e^g. anolysc samples of student's work, review cumulative records, 

review standardised test data, analyze student abilities and interests,' etc.) 
Int erT)r et at ion 

ON C 
T 

• 

F 
T 
T 
F 
F 
T 
F 
F 
T 

F 
F 
F 
T 
T 
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30. 


7. 


d 


24. 


c 


31. 


8. 


d 


25. 


d 


32. 


9. 


b 


26. 


b 


33. 


10. 


c 


27. 


b 


34. 


11. 


c 


28. 


a 


35. 


12. 


b 


29. 


c 


36. 


13. 


b 






37. 


lU. 


c 






38. 


15. 


c 






39. 


16. 


a 






uo. 


17. 


e, f, g 






41. 


18. 


b 






42. 


19. 


b 






43. 


20. 


b 






44. 


21. 


d 






45. 


0 
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EPIC INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION INVENTORY 



SA Strongly Agree A = Agree D = Disagree SD = Strongly Disagree 

SA A D SD 



1. The teacher can make better use of class time if 
all students work together. 



2. A teacher can always find one best textbook for 
the students in the class. 

3. All students should start a course at the same 
time* 



SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 



4, In order that they can spend more time in areas 

where they need it, students should not be bound SA A D SD 
by fixed class schedules. 

5. Even though the content is tlie same, one set of 

instructional materials may interest a student more SA A D SD 
than another set. 



6. In any course, all students should have the same 
content. 

7. All students in the class should listen to the teach- 
er's lectures. 



SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 



8. There should be more and better learning taking 

place when ail of the students in a class use the SA A D SD 
same text. 



9. The teacher should set the primary objectives for 
the class. 



SA A D SD 



10. Students should always proceed at their o\vn pace. SA A D SD 

SA A D SD 



11. Students should have a variety of instructional ma- 
terials to select from. 



12. Students should study that content which best meets 
his own needs and interests. 

13. A student should take a test when he is ready for 
it. 



SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 



14. If a good selection of textbooks is available to the 

students, it is not necessary to provide them with SA A D SD 
instructional materials based on other media. 



15. Each student should have his own objectives toward 
which he can work. 

16. Even when working hard, some students need more 
time than others to complete their woi'k. 
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SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 



17. An important part of individualizing materials is 
individualizing' tests. 



SA A D SD 



18. To determine quality' of pcrformnnce, each stu- 
dent's performance should be compared to the per- SA A D SD 
formance of his fellow students. 

19. A student should not be expected to work with a 

class where all of the students are working at their SA A D SD 
own rates. 



20. All students in a class should take the same tests 
so that the teacher can compare the grades. 



SA A D SD 



21. Because competition promotes achievement, all 

students should be working toward the same ob- SA A D SD 
jectives. 



22. Students will tend to become lazy if they are al- 
lowed to work at their o\ra pace. 

23. The individualization of materials should include 
selecting the media which best suits the student. 

24. The teacher should establish minimum standards 
for the whole class. 

25. Because of their college training, teachers know 
what are the best rates of study for the students. 

26. Materials should be determined by the individual's 
neads. 



SA A D SD 

SA A D SD 

SA A D SD 

SA A D SD 

SA A D SD 



27. Even in individualized insti'uction, all of the stu- 
dents in a given class should be studying the con- SA A D SD 
tent. 



28. It is not necessary that all of the students in a 
class be the same age. 

29. All students should start and end a unit using the 
same materials. 

30. The teacher should be sure that all students re- 
ceive the basics in a subject. 



SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 
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1. I cun a: 



CALIFORNIJi TEAGiER DEVELOP!-!lEr?r PROJKCT 
V7orkshop for Individualizing Instruction 
"... EVALUATION FEEDBACK ... 

Teacher Tutor 



Administrator Board Member 



Parent . Citizen 

Teacher Aide Other 



(what: 



2. If you work with children at school, what level(s) do they represent? 

Kdgn-Primar^^ Junior High 

Intermediate High School 

OthGr What? 

3. If you are cu\ admnis trator , at v.-hat level? 

Elementary (K - 6) 

Secondary (7 -12) 

District-V7ide responsibilities 



Hov; successful was the v;orkshop in meeting your needsV 





12 3^ 

(Please "X" your response a}Do\e) 

Please indicate the degree of usefulness of each of the following itemrs for your 
purposes. 

V^orW.ng on your cvm v;ith the coiTponent matcj ials. 

I L 





6. V7orking individually or in small groups witli the Workshop Staff mombel*s . 






1 


-.1 A 


— ! 











12 3 

Participating in the Special Activities. 




12 3 4 

8. Viewing motion pictvire films and/or video tapes. 




APPENDIX B 
SAMPLE IN-SERVICE PROGRAM AHEHDA 
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ELK GROVE HORICSHOP 




wcpxKSHo? FOR i::dividualisi:ig iijstf.uction mD LEAraiMr; 



•'Wednesday 
IIov, is' 



10; 45 

11:15 
12:00 
1:00 
1:15 



A Dissemination Activity of 
The California Teacher Development Project 
with the joint assistcinco and cooreration of 
Elk Grove Unified fJchool District 

NOVEMBER 15-18, 1972 

SCHEDULE 



B:30 Registration and Pre-V/orkshop Inventory (Room 75) 

9:15 V7elcon2 ai^d Overview of the Workshop - Mr. Clyde Voorh'^o«; 

Workshop Director 

9:30 V/orkshop Orientation and Staff Introductions 
Mrs, Barbara v:ard. Workshop Co-Director 

10:00 Small-Group Planning Sessions 



Primary 
Interr.ediate 
Second£iry (7-12) 
Administrators 



Joan Latimer 
Kay Gravdahl 
:-3ike Denko 
Clyde Voorhees 



"V/orking with Individualised Instruction" 
A Slide/Tape presentation of Thon/ald Esbsnsen 

Benin Individualised Study 

Lunch 

Resume Individualised Studu 
Soecial Activitv 



Room 5 
Rcon 6 8 
Roon 71 
Roon 70 

Poor. 75 



"V/ritin?; & L'r.ing Behavioral Objectives*' 
Don De Lor.^ 1:15-2:00 '(D) 



Room 75 



3:00 End of first day of Workshop 



All Special Activities are voluntary. 
See Information Board for room locations and 
changes of schedule, if any. 

Indicates the Component relationship 
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Thursday 
llov. 16 



8:30 Continue with Individualized Study 
8:*t5 Special Activity - 



"An Individualized Classroom" 
Kay Gravdahl 8:ii5-9:ii5 (E,r) 



Room 75 



11:00 Special Activity - 



"Cla3r>rcor. Loarninr^ Centers" 
(Priinar:/) Joan Latir.er 11:00-12:00 (I) 



12:00 Lunch 
1:00 Resume Individualijsnd Study 
2:00 Snecial Activity - 



"Classrcoir. Learning Ccnt'?rs 
(Interr^pfiiatc) Jean Latimer 2:00-3:00 (I) 



3:00 End of second day of V/orkshop 



Roon 75 



All Special Activities are voluntary. 
See Infomation Board for room locations and 
changes of schedule ^ if any. 
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fridav 

::cv.i7 



8:30 Bei^in Individualir.od Study 
8:U5 SDecial Activitv - 



"Writinr; and Usinr Contracts in 
Individualir.ed Instruction" 
Charles IIcNallv 3:45-9:45 (H) 



Room 75 



11:00 



Grade I^evel Meet.inrs 



12:00 
1:00 
1:15 



Priinary 
Intermediate 
Secondary/ 
Administrators 



Joan Latiner 
Kay Gravdahl 
Charles !!cNallv 
Clvde Voorhees 



Lunch 

Resume Individualized Study 
Soecial Activitv 



Room 5 
68 

If 

" 70 



"Evaluating and !-<ecordinc Student Pro?:re:3s" 
Mike De:.iko 1:15-2:15 (K) 



Rocn; 75 



3:00 



End of third dav of V/orkshon 



" All Special Activities are voluntary. ■ 

Sec Information Board for room locations and 
changes of schedule, if any. 




^-iturday 
iov. 18 



8:30 Continue with Individualized Study 
8:U5 Special Activity - 



12:00 
1:00 



2:00 



"OriontiiiR Parents to Individualized Instruction" 
Barbara Ward 8:U5-9:U5 (J) 



Lunch 

Small Group Meetings 

(Comnlete Study Schedule and V/crkshon Evaluations) 



Primary 
Intermediate 
Secondary 
Administrators 



Joan Latimer 
Kay Gravdahl 
Charles McMally 
Clyde Voorhees 



Final VJorkshon meeting 
(All Particinants) 

Comnlete Post-V;orkshoD Inventories (2) 



3:00 



End of WorkshoD 
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